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in	 the	 language	 is	 the	absence	of	 subject/object	asymmetry,	which	 is	
present	in	English	NPIs.	The	other	case	is	the	apparent	lack	of	“clause-
mate	condition”	 in	some	embedded	NPI	subject.	The	NPI	of	concern	







Then	 I	would	 like	 to	 consider	 the	 second	 problem	with	 the	







1. Brief background of SHIKA
In	this	section,	I	would	like	to	introduce	SHIKA-NPI	briefly.	To	start,	
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	 	 Taroo-NOM		 apple-ACC		 ate
	 	 ‘Taroo	ate	apples’
	 b.	Taroo-ga		 ringo-sika		 tabe-na-katta
	 	 Taroo-NOM		 apple-SIKA		 eat-NEG-PAST
	 	 	‘Taroo	ate	only	apples’	‘Except	for	apples,	Taroo	did	not	eat	anything.’
	 c.	Taroo-ga		 ringo-o		 tabe-na-katta




and	 it	 is	usually	equated	with	English	‘only’	and	exceptive	 in	meaning.	
Henceforth,	I	will	refer	to	this	type	of	NPI	as	SHIKA-NPI.		
Clearly,	 SHIKA-NPI	 is	 different	 from	 (1a)	 in	 that	 SHIKA-NPI	






















(3)	 a.	Ken-ga	{	nani-mo-Q	/LGB-SHIKA	 hon-o}	 yoma-nakat-ta.
	 	 Ken-NOM	anything	/LGB-only	 book-ACC	 read-NEG-PAST
	 	 ‘Ken	did	not	read	{anything/except	for	LGB}.’
	 b.	{Dare-mo	/Ken-SHIKA		 gakusei-ga}		 hon-o	 yoma-nakat-ta.













(4)	 John-SHIKA	 ringo-o	 tabe-na-katta	(koto)
	 John-SHIKA	 apple-ACC	 eat-Neg-past	(COMP)
	 ‘Only	John	ate	apples.’
(5)	 a.	S-Structure	:	[TP	[NegP	[VP	 John-SHIKA	 ringo-o	 tabe-na-katta]]]
	 b.	LF	:	 [TP[NegP	 John-SHIKAi		[VP		ti	 ringo-o	 tabe-na-katta]]]
	 (Aoyagi	&	Ishii	(1994:	299))
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(6)	 zenin-ga			 hon-o	 yoma-na-katta
	 All-NOM		 book-ACC			 read-NEG-PAST
	 ‘All	of	them	did	not	read	books.’		All>NEG	
3. Kishimoto (2008)
Unlike	Aoyagi	&	 Ishii	 (1994),	Kishimoto	 (2008)	does	not	 seem	to	
assume	Spec-Head	agreement	operation	 for	NPI-licensing.	Kishimoto	
claims	that	the	negation	head	undergoes	head	movement	to	T.	Then	at	













	 	 	 [+Neg][+N]
	 b.	*[NegP	[TP	[NegP						Neg]	Neg-T	]			φ]








4.  How to get around the counter example to the clause-mate condition: 





matrix	clause	 in	 (8a).	However,	when	SHIKA-NPI	 is	scrambled	 to	 the	
matrix	clause	as	in	(8b),	the	sentence	becomes	grammatical.	Thus	the	NPI-







(8)		a.	*Hanako-ga				[	Taroo-ga	 ringo-sika	 tabeta	 to]	 iw-ana-katta
	 	 	Hanako-NOM	 Taroo-NOM	 apple-SIKA	 ate	 C		 say-NEG-PAST
	 	 	‘Hanako	said	[that	Taroo	ate	only	apples]’
	 b.	Ringo-sikai	 Hanako-ga				[	Taroo-ga				ti		 tabeta	to]	 iw-ana-katta
	 	 apple-SIKA	 Hanako-NOM	 Taroo-NOM	 ate	 C	 say-NEG-PAST
	 	 ‘(lit.)	Only	applesi,	Hanako	said	[that	Taroo	ate	ti]’
	 (Takita	(to	appear:	6))
(9)	 a.	 ??John-wa	 [	Mary-ga	 ringo-sika	 tabe-ru		to]		 omow-ana-katta
	 	  	John-TOP		Mary-NOM		 apple-SIKA	 eat				 C			 think-NEG-PAST
	 	  	‘John	thought	[that	Mary	ate	only	apples]’
	 b.		 	John-wa	 [	Mary-sika	 ringo-o	 tabe-ru	 to]		 omow-ana-katta









NPI	subject,	since	SHIKA-NPI	 is	generated	 in	the	matrix	clause	 in	the	
first	place	for	their	Major	Object	analysis.	
But	this	may	not	be	the	only	solution	for	getting	around	the	apparent	
counter	example	 to	 the	 clause-mate	condition	on	 the	SHIKA-NPI	 in	
(9b).	 I	agree	that	NPI-SHIKA occupies	the	slot	of	matrix	clause	 in	 the	














(10)	 ?John-gai		 [kare-gai		 baka-da-to]		 omot-teiru.
	 	 John-NOMi	 [he-NOMi		 fool-COP-COMP]	 think-PROG
	 	 ‘Johni	thinks	that	hei	is	a	fool.’
(11)	 *John-gai		 kare-oi		 [ti		 baka-da-to]		 omot-teiru.
	 	 John-NOMi		 he-ACCi		 [ti		 fool-COP-COMP]		 think-PROG









Another	 strong	 argument	 for	 the	movement	 analysis	 of	 the	
complement	 subject	 is	 expounded	 in	Yoon	 (2007).	Yoon	 argues	 that	
proleptic	 (base-generation)	 analysis	of	 the	complement	 subject	cannot	
account	for	the	phenomena,	in	which	the	complement	subject	is	non-DP/
NP	as	shown	in	(12).
(12)	a.	*	[ei		 nay		 ttang-ila-ko]j		 yeki-pwuthe-luli		na-nun		 ej	mitnunta.




	 b.	Na-nun		yeki-pwuthe-luli		 [ei		 nay		 ttang-ila-ko]		 mitnunta.





salient	 in	cases	 like	 (12a).	 Incidentally,	 the	 source	of	 the	 strong	PBC	
effect	in	(12a)	can	be	attributable	to	the	unbounded	trace	created	by	the	
movement	 from	the	embedded	clause	 to	 the	matrix	clause.	Therefore,	
proleptic	analysis	does	not	predict	any	strong	PBC	effect.	
















(13)	a.	Na-nun	Cheli-hantheyi-(man)-ul [	ti(MS)	[	mwuncey-ka	 issta-ko]]	 mitnunta.




	 	 C-DAT	-(only)-NOM 	 problem-NOM 	 exist
	 	 Only	Cheli	has	problems.
	 c.		Na-nun	yeki-pwuthei-lul [	 ti(MS)	[		nay		 ttang-ila-ko]]	 sayngkakhanta.
	 	 I-TOP 	 here-from-ACC	 	 my 	 land-COP-COMP 	think
	 	 I	consider	from	about	here	to	be	my	property.
	 d.	Yeki-pwuthe-ka(MS)		 nay		 ttang-ita.
	 	 here-from-NOM 	 	 my 	 land-COP





(14)	a.	watashi-wa	 koko-karai-o		[	ti	[	 watashi-no	 tochi-da-to]]		 omou.
	 	 I-TOP 	 here-from-ACC			 my 	 	 land-COP-COMP	 think
	 b.	[	koko-kara-ga	 watashi-no	 tochi-da-to]		 omou
	 	 here-from-NOM	 my 	 land-COP-COMP 	 think
As	 long	as	 (14a-b)	are	 in	keeping	with	the	Korean	data	 like	Yoon	

























(15)	a.	John-un		caki		anay-lul  totwuk-ila-ko	 sayngkakhayssta.	de re > de dicto
	 	 J-TOP 	 self 	wife-ACC 	thief-COP-COMP	thought
	 	 John	thought	his	wife	was	a	thief.
	 b.	John-un		caki		anay-ka  totwuk-ila-ko		 sayngkakhayssta.de dicto, *de re
	 	 J-TOP 	 self 	wife-NOM	thief-COP-COMP	thought
	 c.	John-un		Cheli-lul  Tongswu-la-ko		sayngkakhayssta.	de re > de dicto
	 	 J-TOP	 C-ACC 	 T-COP-COMP 	 thought
	 	 John	thought	Cheli	was	Tongswu.
	 d.	John-un		Cheli-ka  Tongswu-la-ko		sayngkakhayssta	.	de dicto, *de re





appropriate	contexts	 to	derive de re	and	de dicto	reading	are	directly	
applicable	to	Japanese.	
(16)	a.		John-wa		zibun-no		okusan-o		doroboo-da-to			omotta.	de re > de dicto
	 	 J-TOP 	 self-GEN	 wife-ACC 	thief-COP-COMP thought
	 b.	John-wa		zibun-no		okusan-ga	doroboo-da-to		omotta.	de dicto, *de re
	 	 J-TOP 	 self-GEN 	 wife-NOM 	thief-COP-COMP	thought
	 c.		John-wa		Chie-o		 Toshiko-da-to		omotta.	de re > de dicto
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	 	 J-TOP 	 C-ACC 	 T-COP-COMP 	 thought
	 d.	John-wa		Chie-ga		 Toshiko-da-to		 omotta.	de dicto, *de re
	 	 J-TOP 	 C-NOM 	 T-COP-COMP 	 thought
With	 the	presence	 of	 the	 embedded	 clause	property,	which	 is	
retained	 in	 the	raised	nominal,	we	are	convinced	that	 the	complement	
subject	position	is	a	derived	position	which	involves	movement	out	of	the	
embedded	clause.	Therefore,	both	embedded	and	matrix	properties	are	













(17)	 [Zibuni/j-no		 ringo-sika]k	 Hanakoi-ga	[	Tarooj-ga		tk	 tabeta		 to]	 iw-ana-katta
	 self-GEN	 apple-SIKA	 Hanako-NOM	Taroo-NOM		 ate	 C		 say-NEG-PAST
	 ‘(lit.)	Only	self’s	applesi,	Hanako	said	[that	Taroo	ate	ti]’
(18)		*Hanakoi-ga		[Zibuni/*j-no	 ringo-sika]k	[Tarooj-ga	tk		 tabeta		 to]	iw-ana-katta
	 Hanako-NOM		self-GEN		 apple-SIKA		Taroo-NOM	 ate	 C		say-NEG-PAST
(19)		?Hanakoi-ga		[Zibuni/?j-no	 ringo-sika]k	[	Tarooj-ga	tk		taberu  to]	iw-ana-katta
	 Hanako-NOM		self-GEN		 apple-SIKA	 Taroo-NOM		 eat	 C		say-NEG-PAST
(20)		Hanakoi-ga		[	Zibuni/j-no	ringo-sika]k	[	Tarooj-ga	tk	 taberu to]	 think-NEG-PAST
	 Hanako-NOM	 self-GEN		 apple-SIKA		 Taroo-NOM		 eat	 C		 omow-ana-katta
((20)	is	Takita’s	example	from	FN12,	and	the	alternations	are	mine.)






presence	of	 the	tensed	embedded	clause.	As	 for	 (19)	 the	same	reading,	
which	Taroo	binds	zibun	 is	slightly	better	 than	 the	 tensed	embedded	
clause.	Finally,	 if	 I	change	the	matrix	predicate	 to	omou	‘think’	as	 in	
(20),	as	 far	as	 I	am	concerned,	both	embedded	subject	and	the	matrix	
subject	can	bind	zibun.	5）Since	the	NPI-SHIKA	is	not	in	the	lower	clause	
in	any	 time	of	 the	derivation	under	 the	base-generated	Major	Object	




5. My Interim Analysis
Last,	but	not	least,	hereby	I	would	like	to	show	my	analysis.	First,	
I	adopt	the	notion	of	Phases	from	Chomsky	(2001)	 just	as	Maeda	(2002)	



















concurrent	with	 the	edge	or	 (EPP-feature)	but	with	 tense	and	Agree-
morpheme.	So,	if	one	of	the	two	elements	is	lacking,	for	instance	the	tense	






Another	 factor	which	makes	a	CP	a	Weak	Phase	 is	 the	property	
of	 the	 selecting	matrix	Verb.	 It	 is	 said	 in	Uchibori	 (2000)	 and	other	
researchers	as	well	 that	 factive	predicates	do	not	allow	super-raising.	
What	seems	special	 to	 factive	verbs	 is	 that	 they	presuppose	what	 is	
denoted	 in	 the	complement	clause	 to	exist	or	hold	 in	 reality.	On	 the	
contrary,	the	verbs	like	“think”	or	“	believe”	do	not	necessarily	mean	that	
the	contents	of	 the	complement	clause	to	be	completed	 in	reality.	 It	 is	
perfectly	possible	what	one	thinks	is	not	congruous	to	reality.	Moreover,	
according	to	Uchibori	 (2000),	 subjunctive	complement	CPs	allow	super-
raising.	Furthermore,	 subjunctive	 clauses	 refer	 to	 something	which	







(21)	Non-reality scale (my assumption)
	 	 	
	 Phase-type:	 Strong	Phase	 semi-strong	 semi-weak	 Weak	Phase
	 	 [+tense/+past]		 	 [-tense/-past]
	 CP	(verb)	 factives	 say-type	 think-type	 subjunctives
low	 Irrealis high
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Thus,	 I	argue	 that	what	makes	super-raising	possible	or	at	 least	
minimize	 the	damage	 to	 the	grammaticality	when	crossing	 the	CP	 is	
dependent	on	the	property	of	the	CP	which	is	selected	by	the	embedding	


















raising	out	of	 the	complement	CP	 is	generated	 in	 the	Major	Subject	
position	which	is	higher	than	normal	Spec-TP	position.		This	position	may	
well	be	taken	as	something	more	to	do	with	Topic	or	elements	of	CP,	
since	Yoon	states	that	 the	requirement	 for	 the	raising	to	 take	place	 is	
whether	the	predicate	of	the	embedded	clause	describes	the	property	of	
the	element	which	is	to	be	extracted	from	the	clause,	i.e.,	Major	Subject.	
Moreover,	 he	maintains	 that	 the	predicate	 of	 the	 embedded	 clause,	





























on	 the	reflexive	binding	data,	 I	have	come	to	conclude	 that	 there	are	
wide	personal	variations	regarding	which	factor	should	play	a	pivotal	role	
in	deriving	 their	acceptability	 judgment	 in	allowing	 the	NPI-argument	






for	adjustment.	But	 in	general,	 the	‘think’	 type	verb	received	higher	
acceptability	and	allowed	binding	from	both	matrix	and	embedded	subject	
68








(22)	?	Taro-ga	[	 nani-mo	 Ken-ga	 t	 katta-	 to	]	 iwa-nakat-ta.









If	Maeda	 is	 right	and	 the	NPI	should	stay	 in	 the	Spec	CP	with	
A’-property	as	 in	 (23),	 then	we	predict	 that	 the	NPI	reflexive	which	 is	
placed	 in	 the	same	slot	as	 (23)	be	 infelicitous	or	unlicensed.	Yet,	 this	
prediction	was	not	borne	out,	which	will	 be	 revealed	 shortly.	Based	



















My testing examples 
‘think’verb  (NPI-reflexive=Taroi, 
Kenj)
(24)	Taroo-ga	 [	zibunno	hon	SHIKA			Ken-ga			 t	 yomu-to	]		 omowa-nakat-ta.























place	 for	 this,	 such	as	 the	Spec	of	vP.	The	relevant	derivation	 for	 the	
reflexive	binding	of	(24)	is	given	in	(25)	and	(26)	by	underlining	the	relevant	









empirically,	my	analysis	can	give	an	account	 for	 the	 felicitous	binding	
relations	of	the	NPI-reflexive:	matrix	subject	and	the	embedded	subject.	
Now,	 let	us	move	onto	 the	‘saying’	 type	verb	which	 is	 leaning	
toward	the	opposite	end	of	the	non-reality	scale	of	mine	in	(21).	
‘saying’ verb  (NPI-reflexive=Taroi,*Kenj)
(27)	Taroo-ga	 [	zibunno	hon	 SHIKA			Ken-ga			 t	yomu-to	]	 iwa-nakat-ta.
	 Taro-NOM		 self-GEN-books	 SHIKA		 Ken-NOM		t	read-COMP	 say-NEG-PAST	
	 ‘(lit.)	Only	self’s	booksi/*j,	Tarooi	said	[that	Ken*j	read	ti]’	
	(NPI-reflexive=Taroi,* Kenj)
	 High reading only
(28)	[vP	T.i-ga	[VP	[CP	self’s	books SHIKAi/j		[TP	Kj-ga	…	t	self’s	books	SHIKAi/j	…	]	to]	iwa]	v]
(29)	T.i-ga[NegP	 (self’s	books	SHIKAi/*j)		 [vP	tTi-ga	 [v’	self’s	books	SHIKAi/*j	 		 [VP	[CP	
tself’s	books	SHIKAi/*j		[TP	Kj..	tself’s	books	SHIKAi/*j.]	to	]	iwa]]]nakatNEG]	ta	



















is	 introduced	to	 the	structure.	 In	 the	same	 fashion	as	 the	‘think’	 type	
verb,	I	would	like	to	assume	that	the	high	reading	is	achieved	in	the	Spec	
vP	of	 the	matrix	clause.	Further	movement	of	 the	NPI-reflexive	 is	not	
prohibited	and	shown	in	a	round	bracketed	form	as	in	(29).
Theoretically,	matrix	binding	relation	and	the	NPI-licensing	can	be	






























in	Kishimoto	 (2008).	So,	what	 follows	 is	my	understanding	of	Kishimoto’s	
structure.	Therefore,	all	errors	 in	misinterpretation	of	his	analysis	 if	any	
are	mine.	 I	have	omitted	 [+N]	 feature	here.	 (i)	and	 (ii)	are	more	abstract	
structures	of	Overt	Syntax	 level	 and	LF-level	movement.	According	 to	
Kishimoto,	higher	NegP	movement	only	occurs	at	LF	for	the	sake	of	NEG’s	
requirement	to	scope	over	the	subject	NPI.	
(i)		[NegP[TP	 SUBJ-NPI	 [NegP	 [VP	 OBJ			 V　]		 tNEG	]	NEG	-T]	φ]
(i’)	[NegP[TP	 Dare-MO	 [NegP	[VP		hon-o	yoma]-	tNEG	]	na-katta]φ]
(ii)	[NegP[TP	 SUBJ-NPI	 [NegP		 [VPOBJV　]	 tNEG	]	 tNEG	-T]		 NEG]
(ii’)	[NegP[TP	 Dare-MO	 [NegP		 [VP	hon-o	 yoma]-tNEG	]	tNEG	-katta]	na]











Phrase,	which	 can	 be	 equated	with	FIP	 of	wh-questions	 in	 Japanese.	

















	 4）	 The	morphology	such	as	ga-SHIKA	and	o-SHIKA are	ungrammatical	in	
Japanese.	
(i)	John-(*ga)-SHIKA		sono-hon-o		 kawa-nai.
	 John-(*NOM)-but	 the	book-ACC		 buy-NEG
	 ‘Nobody	but	John	buys	the	book.’
(ii)	John-ga		 hon-(*o)-SHIKA		 kawa-nai.




quite	better	 in	acceptability.	 Indeed,	Tanaka	 (2002)	provides	several	verbs	
which	can	participate	in	the	Raising	to	Object	Construction,	namely,	“dantei-


















Yoon,	 James,	Hye-Suk	 (2007)	“Raising	of	Major	Arguments	 in	Korean	and	




An Argument for the Movement Analysis of SHIKA-NPI Licensing in 
Japanese
Maiko	Yamaguchi
In	 this	paper,	 I	would	 like	 to	discuss	 two	puzzling	NPI-licensing	
phenomena	 in	 Japanese.	One	 of	 the	high-profile	 phenomena	 of	NPI-
















other	 is	 the	movement	analysis	of	 the	complement	subject	upheld	by	
Tanaka	(2002),	and	Yoon	(2007).	Consequently,	I	have	reached	a	conclusion	
that	I	should	go	with	the	movement	approach	over	the	non-derived	one.	
The	section	five	 is	my	 interim	derivational	analysis	on	NPI-licensing	 in	
Japanese.	The	section	six	is	the	conclusions.
